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Abstract 
 
The attraction sector’s ability to enhance service quality is fundamentally important to its 
future sustainability. Attempts to enhance performance within the sector have suffered from 
the lack of a standard instrument for measuring service quality perceptions. This study sought 
to address this issue by piloting an instrument designed to measure visitor levels of perceived 
service quality.  The instrument was piloted on 133 visitors to four purpose built attractions in 
Victoria, Australia. Analysis of the data resulted in a purified 17-item instrument, called 
ATTRACTQUAL and proposed that two dimensions, interactions and outcomes, underlie 
attraction visitors’ perceptions of service quality. 
 
 
Overview 
 
The competitiveness and performance of the tourism industry and its attractions sector has 
been linked with its ability to meet visitor expectations through the provision of quality 
services (Atilgan, Akinci and Aksoy, 2003; Swarbrooke, 1999).  The attractions sector’s 
capacity to satisfy visitors is important to its future sustainability and that of the broader 
tourism industry.  This paper details the background, theoretical framework, methodology and 
results of a study that developed and piloted a diagnostic tool for measuring perceptions of 
service quality within visitor attractions.   
 
 
The Attractions Sector 
 
Goeldner, Ritchie and McIntosh (2000) identify three operating sectors within the tourism 
industry – 1) the transportation sector, 2) the accommodation sector and 3) the attractions 
sector.  This study concerns the attractions sector, which represents “facilities developed to 
provide residents and visitors with entertainment, activity, learning, socialising, and other 
forms of stimulations that make a region or destination a desirable and enjoyable place” 
(Goeldner, Ritchie and McIntosh 2000, p. 721).   
 
Attractions have been considered the most important component of the tourism system due to 
their role of stimulating interest in travel and providing visitor satisfaction (Beckendorff, 
2006; Gunn, 1994; Leask, 2003; Swarbrooke, 1999).  Swarbrooke (1999) identifies four main 
types of attractions: 1) natural features; 2) man-made constructions originally designed for a 
purpose other than attracting visitors (e.g. temples); 3) man-made constructions designed to 
attract visitors; and 4) special events.  This study involved attractions from the third typology: 
man-made, purpose-built attractions. 
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The Attractions Sector as a Service Product 
 
Levitt (1981) refutes the dichotomous classification of goods or services.  He proposes that 
the terms intangibles and tangibles provide a more valuable way to make such distinctions.  
Shostack (1977) suggests that although an organisation’s offer may be dominated by tangible 
or intangible element, in reality it is generally a combination of the two, which is referred to 
as a service product.  The service product concept has been more recently expanded through 
the development of Vargo and Lusch’s (2004) Service Dominant Logic, which suggests that 
the focus of economic exchange has shifted away from tangible to intangible elements.   
 
The following characteristics support the notion that attractions are indeed a service product: 
1) staff are part of the product itself; 2) customers are involved in the production process; 3) 
attractions are heterogeneous; 4) the product is perishable; 5) there is no tangible product to 
carry home after visiting an attraction; 6) the surroundings of the service delivery process are 
a feature of attractions (i.e. the servicescape) (Swarbrooke, 1999).  The classification of 
attractions as a service product, rather than purely as a good or service, significantly 
influenced this study, as there is a consensus that measuring the quality of intangible elements 
presents substantial difficulties (Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry, 1985). 
 
 
Measuring Service Quality 
 
A fundamental competitive differentiation of an attraction is the image and perception held by 
its visitors (Bonn et al, 2007).  Accordingly, the construct of quality within this study 
concerns perceived rather than objective quality - “perceived quality is the consumer’s 
judgment about an entity’s overall excellence or superiority” (Parasuraman, Zeithaml and 
Berry, 1988, p. 15).   
 
SERVQUAL 
 
The predominant method for measuring customer perceptions of service quality is 
Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry’s (1988, 1991) SERVQUAL instrument.  SERVQUAL 
proposes that customers evaluate service quality on five distinct dimensions – 1) tangibles, 2) 
reliability, 3) responsiveness, 4) assurance and 5) empathy.  Despite its widespread adoption, 
SERVQUAL has been criticised both on theoretical and procedural grounds. Major criticisms 
of the instrument include its length, the validity of its five generic service quality dimensions, 
and the predictive power of the instrument to subsequent consumer purchases (Carman, 1990; 
Finn and Lamb, 1991; Teas, 1994).  For instance, in the tourism industry, Saleh and Ryan’s 
(1991) study of Canadian hotel guests identified five altered dimensions: conviviality, 
tangibles, reassurance, avoid sarcasm and empathy.  Frochot and Hughes’ (2000) study of 
historic house visitors identified five differing service quality dimensions which constituted 
their HISTOQUAL scale: responsiveness, tangibles, communications, consumables and 
empathy.  Mei, Dean and White’s (1999) study within the hospitality industry identified three 
dimensions – employees, tangibles and reliability.  The discrepancies of such studies from the 
SERVQUAL model highlight the uncertainty concerning the generic nature of its five 
dimensions and its applicability to the tourism industry. 
 
A review of studies, which have utilised SERVQUAL, has identified the lack of a standard 
model for measuring service quality within the attractions sector. Although, some studies 
have adapted the model for a specific attraction (e.g. Frochot and Hughes, 2000; Higgs, 
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Polonsky and Hollick, 2005; O’Neill, Getz and Carlsen, 1998), none have developed or 
proposed a purified measure for broader sector adoption. This lack of a standard and purified 
instrument for measuring service quality perceptions within the attractions sector provided the 
rationale for this study. 
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Aims of the Study 
 
The study aimed to extend the application of SERVQUAL in the attractions sector. Although 
SERVQUAL has been developed and applied in a variety of industry settings, its applicability 
to the attractions sector remains unresolved.  It was determined that the study’s 
correspondence and deviations from the model would allow for purification and improve the 
general understanding of service quality within the attractions sector.  
 
These aims were operationalised through the development of the following research 
questions: 
1. Are SERVQUAL’s five generic dimensions of perceived service quality applicable to the 
tourism attractions sector? And if no, 
2. What are the underlying dimensions of perceived service quality within the tourism 
attractions sector? 
 
 
Methodology 
 
The study adopted Churchill’s (1979) paradigm for developing measures of marketing 
constructs.  In particular, the study followed the first four stages of Churchill’s (1979) 
paradigm – 1) specify domain, 2) generate sample of items, 3) collect data and 4) purify 
measure.  The study’s major data source derived from a quantitative survey of visitors to 
participating attractions. 
 
Item Development 
 
The present study adapted the SERVQUAL instrument for the specific characteristics of the 
attractions sector.  This stage used a literature review, interviews with Victorian Tourism 
Industry representatives and a discussion group with managers from both participating and 
non-participating attractions.  This process resulted in a 20 item instrument.  A seven-point 
scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7) accompanied each item.  The 
study used performance-only ratings of service quality (i.e. the SERVPERF model), for 
parsimonious reasons and on the basis that these ratings are influenced by visitor expectations 
(Cronin and Taylor, 1992).   
 
Data Collection Method 
 
Data was collected in the form of a self-administered survey, distributed through participating 
operators to visitors as they exited the attraction.  The major advantage of this technique is its 
simplicity in terms of data collection, as once they were placed at participating attractions 
they required no further effort or time from attraction employees (O’Neill, 2001).  This was 
an important consideration, as the study’s budget did not allow for more expensive 
alternatives, such as face-to-face surveys.  Nonetheless, self-administered surveys do present 
two major problems.  First, the method relies almost entirely on voluntary participation and 
the respondent is unable to seek clarification regarding the meaning of survey items (Knutson, 
2001).  Such limitations need to be considered when interpreting the results from the study.     
 
A survey kit, including 100 surveys, was distributed to each participating attraction.  In total, 
four attractions volunteered to participate in the study. All four participating organisations 
represented purpose built attractions – a sport museum, heritage transportation, a war 
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memorial and a heritage museum.  Each participating attraction provides visitors with a 
combination of tangible and intangible elements and there is generally a moderate level of 
interaction between visitors and employees.  Therefore, the results from this study may not be 
applicable for non-purpose built attractions (e.g. natural attractions, special events) or those 
with relatively high or low levels of human interaction. 
 
The Sample 
 
The study’s sample comprised of 133 adult visitors. This represented a response rate of 33%.  
Although the study’s sample is relatively small, it does compare favourably to a number of 
similar studies within the tourism industry (e.g. Antony, Antony and Ghosh, 2004; Johns and 
Tyas, 1996; McQuilkan, Breth and Shaw, 2000; Tribe and Snaith, 1998). 
 
 
Results 
 
The initial analysis involved the refinement of the instrument in accordance with Churchill’s 
(1979) purification procedures.  A replication of SERVQUAL’s five dimensions from this 
process would indicate a high level of transferability to the attractions sector.  Initial 
univariate analysis resulted in the deletion of one item – ‘sincere interest in solving problems’ 
due to 29% of respondents not providing a response.  The instrument’s remaining 19 items 
were purified by pooling the data from all four attractions that participated in the study.   
 
Prior to examining the dimensionality of the scale, it was necessary to compute coefficient 
alpha (α) for the items representing each SERVQUAL dimension.    Although each dimension 
demonstrated acceptable levels of internal consistency (α ranged from 0.74 to 0.90), the 
analysis suggested that the deletion of two items (“had convenient operating hours” and 
“offered a good range of souvenirs for sale”) would improve the alpha values for their 
respective dimensions.  Due to the relatively high alpha coefficients for each dimension, it 
was presumed that the five SERVQUAL dimensions formed distinct categories.  The next 
task in identifying the dimensionality involved running an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 
on the 17 remaining item.  The EFA, was therefore, constrained a priori to five factors.  The 
rotated five-factor structure explained 71% of the variance in the items.  However, the factor-
matrix was difficult to interpret, as no consistent pattern emerged concerning the factor 
loadings of items within each SERVQUAL dimension.  The analysis found a significant 
overlap amongst the items representing a) SERVQUAL’s assurance, empathy and 
responsiveness dimensions and b) its reliability and tangibles dimensions.  This finding 
suggests that SERVQUAL’s five dimensional structure did not adequately describe visitor 
perceptions of service quality within this study of the attractions sector. 
 
Failure to adequately replicate SERVQUAL’s five-dimensional structure necessitated further 
exploration into the underlying dimensions of service quality within the attractions sector.  
EFA was again performed on the 17 remaining items, however only factors with eigenvalues 
greater than one were extracted.  This process resulted in a purified scale 
(“ATTRACTQUAL”) with 17 items representing two dimensions.  The final two factor 
solution explained 60% of the variance in perceived service quality, with dimension one 
accounting for 33% and dimension two 27% of the total variance.   
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An examination of the items making up each of the scale’s two dimensions suggested the 
following labels: interactions and outcomes.  The first dimension, termed ‘interactions’, 
primarily comprised SERVQUAL’s assurance, empathy and responsiveness items.  
Examination of the items loading most highly on this dimension, indicate that this factor 
represents visitor interactions with attraction employees.  The second dimension, ‘outcomes’, 
primarily relates to the physical surroundings of the service (i.e. tangibles) and the reliability 
of its service delivery. In the nomenclature of Mels, Boshoff and Nel (1997), this dimension 
represents the extrinsic elements of service quality and are related to the elements of the 
service pertaining to what the visitor receives as a consequence (i.e. outcome) of their visit 
and interactions with attraction personnel. 
 
 
Implications 
 
Further refinement and testing of the instrument in different types of attractions will provide a 
tool for attraction managers to develop and evaluate initiatives designed to enhance service 
quality perceptions.  Such validation will provide industry groups and associations 
representing the attractions sector, with a standard model for measuring perceptions of service 
quality.  The instrument will also allow such groups to evaluate service quality across the 
sector and disseminate results to members for benchmarking purposes.  Further testing also 
offers the potential for attraction managers to gain valuable insight concerning the 
relationship between service quality, visitor satisfaction and post-visitation behaviour.  Such 
information can be used to improve organisational performance through more informed 
strategies and resource allocation. 
 
One of the major limitations of the study was the choice of attractions. Due to time and 
resource constraints, the study was limited to four purpose built attractions in Victoria, 
Australia.  Therefore, generalisations of the ATTRACTQUAL instrument to other attractions 
may be limited.  However, this pilot study has embarked on a means of rectifying the lack of a 
standard instrument to measure perceptions of service quality within the attractions sector.  
This study has tested and initially purified a scale for measuring perceptions of service quality 
within the attractions sector.  It is strongly suggested that further testing be undertake to 
evaluate the validity and reliability of this purified instrument. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
The inability to replicate the five SERVQUAL dimensions has also been found in germane 
studies within the tourism industry, who obtained larger respondent samples than this 
exploratory study (e.g. Fick and Ritchie, 1991; Frochot and Hughes, 2000; Khan and Su, 
2004; Mei, Dean and White, 1999; Saleh and Ryan, 1991).  Such studies have deviated in 
both the number and nature of the dimensions underlying the service quality construct and 
raise issues relating to the stability of the dimension from context to context.  As the five-
factor structure proposed by Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry’s (1988, 1991) SERVQUAL 
model was not confirmed within the present study, further analysis was undertaken to explore 
the underlying dimensions of service quality within the attractions sector.  This 17-item scale, 
called ATTRACTQUAL, proposes that two dimensions, interactions and outcomes comprise 
attraction visitors’ perceptions of service quality.  Even though there are some limitations in 
this study, it has potential value in providing foundation for future research. There are several 
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opportunities to extend this study through further testing of the scale using larger samples and 
different types of attractions.  
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